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moredefinition with specificexamplesandestimatedcostse.g.geothermalenergy.Would LEED (~)
compliancecreateapprovalandconstructiondelaysandredtapethatmight be adisincentivefor
developers?Shouldwe try a lesserstandardsuchaszeronetenergy?

It was suggestedthat Bob talk to Michael or Matt Rosenfeldat OMR Architectsin WestActon Center
sincetheydo a lot of this work. Theycouldgive examplesandcosts. The potentialfor the Housing
Authority to usethesefundson SachemWayor the 99 ParkerSt. developmentcouldbeusedas
examples. Thebottomline is the CPCwill needmoredefinition asto costandusesfor them to support
theproposal.

_____ Lillian Rd 40B, revisedproposal

Nancyintroducedthe agendaitem explainingto thenew ACHC membersandthe audiencehow the
MassHousingapplicationprocessis differentfrom theDHCD LIP process(Friendly40B), preferredby
ACHC. This projectwasoriginally aDHCD LIP projectthatACHC recommendedto the Selectmenin
2006 but the Selectmendid not sign theapplicationdueconcernsaboutdrainageandthe locationbeing
too far out oftown. The project is nowbackwith the densitydoubled,no longer a LIP project, leaving
theACHC without leverageto makedesignanddensityrevisions.

With aMassHousingproject, the developerfilesan applicationdirectly with theMassHousingFinance
Agencywithout anyrequirementsto consultwith ACHC or Town departmentsin advance.Oncethe
applicationis filed, the agencyis requiredto contacttheBoardof Selectmenwhich thentriggersa30 day
reviewperiodby the agencyincludingasite visit anda soliciting of commentsfrom the Town. The
Selectmenarecontactedto submitcomments,this stepis very importantandis theonly time theTown
(the Selectmen)hasa chanceto expressconcerns.Commentsfrom otherBoardsshouldbe requestedby
the Selectmen.The ACHC is not contacteddirectly by MHFA. Oncethe agencyapprovesthe project, it
can thenbe filed with theZBA andthe SelectmenandTown Boardswill begivena chanceto make
commentsto the ZBA but that is muchtoo latein the processif thereareseriousconcerns.

Presentationof Plans:
Nick FacendolaofLevel Designpresentedtherevisedplansfor Lillian Rd. that we hadlast seenin May
in a smallerscopedesign. Nick explainedthatafter discussionswith MHFA, theapprovingstatehousing
agency,theprojecthasbeenincreasedfrom 2 units to 4 units on oneacre. He statedthatMHFA wantsto
seeas manyaffordableunits aspossiblein anygiven 40B andsincetheyare thefinancingagency,this
changewasmade. The developerswantto maximizethe developmentof the site, theywant single family
houseswith a sharedsepticsystem,the septiccapacitywill limit thenumberofunits. He showedus the
layout which linesup the housesaroundtheleachingfield puttingthem as closeas 15 feetfrom each
other. Memberswerevery surprisedto hearthatthe developerhasalreadyfiled theapplicationwith
MHFA with the increaseddensity. They havenot yethadaresponsefrom MHFA.(Update.Accordingto
aphoneconversationon 10/15/09with the TownPlanner, MHFA has confirmedtheapplicationhas not
yetbeenfiled.)

Committeemembershadmanyconcernsandquestions:
1. SepticSystem.Sharedsepticsystemsaregenerallynot lookedon favorablyby the Boardof Healthor
DEPandthereis only 1 othersystemin Acton. The septicdesignhasbeensubmittedto the BOH andis
underreview. A sharedsystemdoesnot requirea condoassociationbut ratherahomeownersassociation
which is not as strong.Thereis no superlien with ahomeownersassociationandit can be much more
difficult to control individualusageof the systemandsharethecostof pumpingetc. The percrateseems
to bewithin the norm but it will havea moundedsystemasmanysystemson Lillian Rd. aremounded,
somedramaticallyso. This systemwill haveasingle tankthat collectseffluent by gravity andthenfeeds
it to a pump chamberfor pumpingup into the largemound.



2. Stormwaterdrainage.Thereis amajorconcernin the neighborhoodaboutrun off, theneighborhoodis
built on adrumlin andall waterflows downhill to this site. No storm waterdrainagesystemis proposed,
therewill beroofdrainsfor thefour housesbut not clearwheretheywill direct thewater.

3. A significantconcernis with theexistinghouseon theotherendof theparcel.The plan is to divide it
into a separatelot but it will belessthanzoningallows (1 acre)for ahouselot in this areaandyou arenot
allowedto createa non-conforminglot. (This has beenconfirmedwith theplanningdepartment).The
engineerstatedtheywould usea 40B to createthenew lot butNancypointedout thentheywouldhaveto
provide25% of the units (one)as affordablethat40B did not exist to allow non-conforminglots to be
createdwithout an affordablehousingcomponent.The fear of theneighborsis theultimate planis to
build 6-8 units on theentire site. The only way the existinghousecould standalonewouldbe as partof
thewhole40B projectmaking it a 5 unit development,in which casetwo unitswouldhaveto be
affordableas is the casewith the ParkerSt. 40B.

4. Othercommitteeconcernsdealtwith the tight turns into thegarages,the limited parkingon site, the
high pressuregasline that is nearby,andemergencyvehicleaccessin the cul desacif peopleareparking
there.

Abutterconcerns:
1. Concernaboutrunoffandgroundwateron the abuttingpropertyon theuphill sidethat is alreadyan
existingproblem. Concernthatthereis no drainageplanfor an areawith significantproblems.The most
significantconcernis abouthow manyunits would ultimatelybe built on the site, that6-8 units hadbeen
suggestedpreviouslyby the developer.

2. An abutteron the BuletteRd. sidehassimilar run off issueswith waterflowing right throughher
propertyandalsothe TownConservationLand entrance.Shehasdrainsall aroundherhouseandstill has
waterproblems.While sheis not abuttingthe Lillian Rd. side,it is an exampleofthe seriouswater
problems.

3. An abutterexpressedconcernaboutparking in the cul de sac,thata schoolbusjust barelymakesthe
turn now andin thewinter, it is very difficult to maneuver.Any carsparkedtherewouldresult in
blocking thebusor anyemergencyvehicles. The main drivewayinto the site goeswithin feetof another
abutter’sstonewall. The site wouldrequireLittleton waterhookup andthereareno hydrantson the
plan.

4. Driveway on privately ownedproperty. An abutterwas concernedthat oneof the entry pointsfor the
drivewayonto Lillian Rd. was on his propertyandtherewas no easementfor that use. The engineer
acknowledgedthattheycould not find the easementandwouldhaveto reroutethe drivewayto loop
within the site if it couldnot beworkedout

Responsefrom Facendola:
1. Thereis parkingfor 2 carsper unit, onein the garageandonein the driveway,overflowparkingwould
go in the cul de sac,it is apublic road.
2. MHFA will not allow morehousesto be built thanhavebeenappliedfor. If the separatelot cannotbe
created,thenthewholeprojectwill be a 40B.
3. Theydo not think a drainageplanis neededbut theywill look at it.

ACHC discussion:
Committeemembersarevery disappointedto havethe planchangefrom 2 to 4 units. The housesare
2400 sfandto havethem soclosetogetheris not a good designandinconsistentwith the neighborhood.



The original LIP projectprovidedtwo singlefamily homeson oneacre,consistentwith the existing
homeson the street. The committeeacknowledgestheneighborhood’sfear that the intent maybeto build
6-8 units especiallyif MassHousingFinanceAgency is pushingthatdensity.

This is exactlythe unintendedconsequencesthat ACHC hasbeenwarning about. Hostility toward
affordablehousingby electedandappointedofficials in the communitydiscouragesdevelopersfrom
doing LIP’s andpushesthem to MassHousingwheretheTownhasno leverageoverdensityanddesign.
This projectwasnot evenshownto ACHC at this densityuntil this meeting,the plan is readyfor filing.

The Committeedirectedthechair to communicateits displeasureto the BOS, telling themtheyshould
attemptto put a stopto this projectby contactingMassHousing.We do not recommendthis projectin its
currentdesignanddensity. MHFA is requiredto contactthe Town oncetheproject is filed. ACHC also
wantstheBOS to knowthe neighborhoodwould like to be kept informedaboutthe Town’s activity with
this project. ACHC hasno standing,it is the Selectmen’sresponsibility. This referenceis from the40B
regulations:

(3) Review and Comment Process. Upon receipt of the application, the Subsidizing Agency shall
provide written notice to the Chief Executive Officer of the municipality where the Project is
located, initiating a 30-day review period of the Project. During the course of the reviewperiod the
Subsidizing Agency shall conduct a site visit, which Local Boards may attend, and it shall accept written
comments from Local Boards and other interested parties. The Subsidizing Agency shall considerany
such comments prior to issuing a determination of Project Eligibility. No determination of Project Eligibility
shall be issued for a Project before the end of the 30-day review period.

Meeting adjournedat 8:45PM

Respectfullysubmitted,

NancyTavernier



Peter was concerned about the shed use by Mr. C hen; it needs to be resolved who owns the
shed. Garry is suggesting it be demolished and needs recommendation on what is to be done.
The shed is used for storage space for the shop. They need the shed for storage and would like
to continue to use it. Peter suggested we lease to Mr. Chen the shed for $1.00 per year. It was
noted that we do not set a precedent in this case. Dore’ agreed it is to be referred to Counsel to
work out as this is not part of the site plan. Dore’ noted the survey and actions to clean up the
deed error should be handled. Andy noted that we work with the applicant to address these
issues. There is enough land to accommodate the sewer station maintenance area and the shed.
LAUREN ROSENZWEIG — Moved to take under advisement. ANDREW MAGEE, second.
UNANIMOUS VOTE.

ENTERTAINMENT LICENSE, 124 MAIN STREET, FRANK CHEN — Mr. Chen talked about
creating an environment for music; students could play on weekends under the tree. The Board
noted Garry Rhodes comments and suggested that they get one day license each time in order
not to violate the zoning bylaw. Peter and Dore’ thought this was a good idea. Dore’ suggested
he contact Garry and the Police Chief. It was noted that his $50.00 fee be returned as the Town
does not charge for one day entertainment permits.

COMPREHENSIVE PERMIT (40B) LIP, 19 BULETTE ROAD, JOSEPH PITTORINO — Atty.

~7Sheryl Gould gave an overview of the proposal of dividing the existing lot into two and the two
proposed units will share a septic system. Mr. Pittorino owns the property with the house on it
already as well as the land to site the new homes. One of the units will become an affordable
lottery home, and will pay 1/3 of the septic system maintenance and the Market price unit will be
paying 2/3 on the septic. She noted that it is quite wooded on the property. Lillian Road homes
are mostly ranches and small capes and there are nine families living on Lillian. They propose
two split entry design, they moved toward a ranch style. They want to have a build out of 120
days and this proposal also incorporates Smart Growth. The homes will be at the end of the
Lillian Cul-de-sac.

The Town of Littleton will provide the water and a hydrant. Drainage is a primary concern. It is
the opinion of the engineer that there will be no run off, it will be controlled on site, and will not add
any further water concerns.

They have not had other comments except that they address the possible run off and snow
containment/storage.

Lauren questioned the septic system. It is a higher quality installation. She asked about taking
down of trees on the site, with Route 2 and noise concerns. None of the forested area will be cut
down. The proposed drive way will run over the utility easement. She asked if this has been
before the Planning Board. Attorney Gould noted she spoke with Roland and he said he reviewed
the project and had no questions or concerns.

Andy too liked the unit plan and he visited the site and he felt they could be worked out.

Dore’ noted the ACHC letter talking about drainage; this could be mitigated by the developer to
some extent. The engineer explained the drainage issues on the other side of the cul-de-sac that
experiences run off down a Lillian Road resident’s driveway. This is not part of the projects
scope. They do have a pond to control the runoff and they will put a vegetated swale and could
tie in to their drainage and eliminate some of the Bulette Road water issues. The Board
suggested they widen the swale.
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Peter noted some issues that needed to be resolved until he could approve and he had questions
about the affordable housing issue. He also asked about the septic issue of shared system. The
Board of Health wanted them to share the 6 bedroom system. He also noted the pro forma
spread sheet. The existing home is $745,000. Sherry Gould feels that they will need an updated
appraisal to reflect the market. Nancy Tavernier noted the policy has been worked on for the
past two years. ACHC stands on its memo and recommendation, the redeeming policy is the one
family home that makes it special.

Mrs. Lee 12 Lillian Road noted that they have drainage problems in that area already. She spoke
about the trees to be removed. She was concerned about the development

Rick Gentilman, 5 Lillian spoke about the subdivided lot and estimate will leave 1/2 for two houses.
They also looked at the application and noted inconsistency for Smart Growth; he noted that they
only had two or three items applicable under Smart Growth.

Eleanor Gentilman, 5 Lillian spoke about affordable housing and their issues with the site.

Christine, 22 Bulette and spoke about the drainage and the driveway and asked if this was going
to make things better.

David Lee 12 Lillian Road — Questioned the house already constructed.

Charles Davis, Bulette Road — He feels it gives a family the ability to down size; they will have to
build a drainage area. Mr. Davis feels these homes are in the wrong location.

The Board will be asked to sign a letter of support for the applicant. Peter is not prepared to act
tonight and would like to see more of the Pro forma. He would like to continue to work with the
developer.

Dore’ felt the same way as Peter; he was concerned about the water problem.

Andy spoke about friendly vs. unfriendly 40B LIP. He feels the drainage is very solvable. It needs
to be made friendly and gain some support of the neighbors.

Lauren noted that this project was prepared before the Comprehensive Policy was approved.

SITE PLAN 02/19103-388, POWDER MILL ROAD, AUTOPLEX REALTY - Andy spoke about the
site plan Orders of Conditions that have a different layout that is before us now. He noted the
concept of the fence and trying to come to a place for the applicant go forward with his vision and
retain green space. The applicant has changed the fence location and has also put pavement
areas and gravel walk ways. A bond of $5,000 could be put in place.
Nylen, Attorney for Mr. Bertolami agreed to Andy’s comments and if they are unable to change
the location with DEP and Cons Corn it will have to relocate to the original location. An
occupancy permit needs to be obtained before site usage. They would prefer to have a bond on
condition four (3). They have no problem with how it has been written. Peter asked about the
cost to comply with 2 or 3. In the event Cons Corn denial, it will cost several thousand to move
the fence and gravel.

Lauren asked John about cash bond vs. cash, ease of recovery is the issue. We do like cash and
will keep the passbook and urged that the Board ask for cash, but allow all interest and income on
it to go to Mr. Bertolomi. They restrict the account so that John is the only one who can
withdrawal funds.
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